Central to neoconservative philosophy are measures directed at maintaining U.S. military and economic supremacy abroad 5 in order, some allege, to support U.S. consumption at unsustainable levels.
6 Th is calls for a continuation of historic neocolonial and nationalistic models through resort to realpolitik and the maintenance of the so-called military industrial complex.
7 Under a radical neoconservative interpretation, American exceptionalism has come to justify an international double standard where the U.S. holds a superior position among states and will not be bound by international law unless it serves the American interests.
8 Such ideology fundamentally clashes with the transparency and oversight functions of the International Criminal Court, to say nothing of the principles of fundamental fairness. Other international criminal tribunals, in which the U.S. has played a role, represent a U.S. concession to the vitality of popular international human rights movements and help provide for U.S. "bragging rights" -but none of those courts concerned signifi cant U.S. interests. Th us, the U.S. has had little to lose in supporting them.
Th e Bush administration's hostility to the notion of an international criminal court was paramount and its eff orts to strangle economic competition were obvious. Use of military and strategic techniques in the furtherance of economic goals included a Author Andrew J. Bacevich discusses the lack of sustainability and the U.S. appetite for more. In a book chapter entitled "Th e Crisis of Profl igacy, " Bacevich allows that, "[t]he ethic of self-gratifi cation threatens the well-being of the United States. It does so not because Americans have lost touch with some mythical Puritan habits of hard work and self-abnegation, but because it saddles us with costly commitments abroad that we are increasingly ill-equipped to sustain while confronting us with dangers to which we have no ready response. As the prerequisites to the American way of life have grown, they have outstripped the means available to satisfy them. Americans of an earlier generation worried about bomber and missile gaps, both of which turned out to be fi ctitious. Th e present-day gap between requirements and the means available to satisfy those requirements is neither contrived nor imaginary. It is real and growing. Th is gap defi nes the crisis of American profl igacy. " Andrew J. 
